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Possible Major Issues for SecDef /DepSecDef note 


• 2 Brigades for possible' J ( P- 31 > 

•« Pivotal to our ability to defend in L~_ ~~Sl absent other access 
•• Military likely to object on jrounds of warfighting risk, 

inflexibility, cost. {Would! 'pay for equipment?) 

• • Issue also appears in MRC-East scenario statement of objective 

* Forward Presence , Navy/USMC (also Air Force?) (p. 30-31) 

•• New guidance to. be. able to maintain increased CENTCOM presence 
for long term {above CJCS August *91 message) 

•* Navy/USMC may raise PERSTEMPO pressures (tacit end strength 
reciama, esp. USMC?), and flag resulting Europe presence cuts 
•« Also dislike "explore ... homeporting .. .and innovative presence" 


* Total Force, paragraphs (p. 15, 28) 

•• Rejects traditional "maintain as small an AC as possible..." 

•* Aim of "minimize casualties..."; "assume callup when required*’ 



/ 
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Separate background provided on: 


♦ 


6 "Pillar sdL (p. 27, 35 ff.) 

•• New formulation is sound, but may face general resistance 
•* Order between Sustainability and R&D may be issue? 

•* New "Infrastructure and Overhead" pillar may be red flag 

New Acquis it ion....Approach (p. 38, 40) 

** OUSD/A provided a rewrite, with less emphasis on change 
*• Current draft instead draws heavily on DepSecDef /SecDef words 




Other Possible Issues (for USD (P) /PDUSD (SiR) to note for now) 


* Reconstitution target levels (p. 34) 

•• Navy/USAF objected to draft as unstudied (stonewalling?) 

* • Later ok‘d equal or higher targets for stockpile scenario 




S.vi£tai.a&b i 1 lt„y, days _o_f_ supply levels (p. 37) 

*• P&L raised 1 1 II for _who_le force in an earlier paper; 

then one scenario,] j for other units, for the DPG 

** DPG sticks with _“as yardstick, like strategy/base force 
*• Exact levels now affordable remain unanalyzed; DPG mandates a 
confident estimate as a floor, calling for more if affordable 


Test and Evaluation assets funding targets (p. 40) 

•* OUSD/A input detailed 0% real growth, 15% cost reduction 
•• Services objected; details were deleted; now USD/A may object 


Installations Investment at "non-core" bases (p, 43) 

** Services object to denying MilCon for bases likely to close; 

say appears to prejudge Base Closeure process 
*• DASD/P&L, GenCounsel staff say guidance con$*3tent with law 
• * RSP reading sees guidance as both prudent and legal 
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